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APPENDIX 3.8B 
Correspondence Summary 

Date Form Participants General Topic(s) 

December 12, 
2014 

Letter From USACE St. Louis District to 
Native American tribes 

Initiation of formal tribal consultation. Same letter was 
sent to 28 tribes, requesting that they review the project 
alternatives and inform agency of any concerns such as 
sacred sites, traditional cultural properties, or other issues 
tribes may have.  

January 7, 2015 Response 
Letter 

From the Peoria Tribe to USACE 
St. Louis District 

Requested to participate as a consulting party. 

January 9, 2015 Response 
Letter 

From the Delaware Nation to 
USACE St. Louis District 

No comments or objections to the project. Requested to 
be informed if any archaeological sites are identified 
during the course of the project.  

January 15, 2015 Response 
Letter 

From the Kickapoo Tribe of 
Oklahoma to USACE St. Louis 
District 

No comments or objections to the project. Requested to 
be informed if any archaeological sites are identified 
during the course of the project.  

January 21, 2015 Response 
Email 

From the United Keetoowah Band 
of Cherokee Indians in Oklahoma to 
USACE St. Louis District 

No comments or objections to the project. Requested to 
be informed if any archaeological sites are identified 
during the course of the project.  

January 22, 2015 Response 
Email 

From the Osage Nation to USACE 
St. Louis District 

Requested to participate as a consulting party.  

April 22, 2015 Letter From Advisory Council on Historic 
Preservation (ACHP) to USAF and 
NGA 

Requested information on the Section 106 process 

June 15, 2015 Letter  From USACE Kansas City District 
to Missouri SHPO 

Formal initiation of Section 106 consultation for National 
Geospatial Intelligence Agency Action. Requested 
concurrence on determinations of eligibility for the 3 
Missouri alternatives.  

June 15, 2015 Letter From USACE Kansas City District 
to Illinois SHPO 

Formal initiation of Section 106 consultation for National 
Geospatial Intelligence Agency Action. Requested 
concurrence on determinations of eligibility for the 
St. Clair County alternative. 

June 19, 2015 Letter From USACE Kansas City District 
to ACHP 

Invitation to participate in Section 106 consultation for 
National Geospatial Intelligence Agency Action. 

June 29, 2015 Letter From USACE to Kansas City 
District to Missouri SHPO 

Invitation to face-to-face consultation meeting on July 8, 
2015 to initiate the development of the Programmatic 
Agreement.  

June 29, 2015 Letter From USACE Kansas City District 
to Illinois SHPO 

Invitation to face-to-face consultation meeting on July 8, 
2015 to initiate the development of the Programmatic 
Agreement 

June 30, 2015 Response 
Letter 

From Missouri SHPO to USACE 
Kansas City District 

SHPO reviewed the reports submitted to them on June 15, 
2015 and found that architectural resources that had been 
previously determined potentially eligible were missing 
from the findings. Additional information requested.  

July 1, 2015 Email From USACE Kansas City District 
to 3 consulting parties (Landmarks 
Association of St. Louis, Missouri 
Alliance for Historic Preservation, 
and Tillie’s Corner) 

Invitation to face-to-face consultation meeting on July 8, 
2015 to initiate the development of the Programmatic 
Agreement.  

July 2, 2015 Response 
Letter 

From Illinois SHPO to USACE 
Kansas City District 

Agreed to participate in Section 106 consultation.  

July 27, 2015 Email From USACE Kansas City District 
to all consulting parties 

Transmitted meeting minutes and action items from 
July 8 consultation meeting. 
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Date Form Participants General Topic(s) 

August 20, 2015 Response 
Letter 

From Illinois SHPO to USACE 
Kansas City District 

Provided concurrence on determinations of eligibility for 
the St. Clair County alternative. 

August 24, 2015 Letter From USACE Kansas City District 
to St. Clair County Board 

Request to respective landowners/public entities to assist 
with cultural resources mitigation planning efforts.  

August 25, 2015 Letter From USACE Kansas City District 
to St. Louis Development 
Corporation 

Request to respective landowners/public entities to assist 
with cultural resources mitigation planning efforts. 

September 11, 
2015 

Response 
Letter 

From Missouri SHPO to USACE 
Kansas City District 

Identified two areas for which SHPO was unable to make 
determinations of eligibility. Requested additional 
information including occupant history and architectural 
and archaeological reports for the 3 sites under 
consideration.  

October 7, 2015 Letter From USACE Kansas City District 
to Missouri SHPO 

Provided results of a geoarchaeology survey conducted at 
the Fenton site. Requested concurrence on the finding 
that no deeply buried prehistoric cultural deposits are 
likely to occur due to age and the impacts of plant 
construction and demolition.  

October 9, 2015 Response 
Letter 

From USAF to ACHP Provided additional information per a request sent by the 
ACHP in a letter dated April 22, 2015. 

November 3, 
2015 

Response 
Letter 

From Missouri SHPO to USACE 
Kansas City District 

Provided concurrence that there is no potential for intact 
archaeological sites at the Fenton site.  

November 6, 
2015 

Email From USACE Kansas City District 
to ACHP 

Request to confirm ACHP’s intent regarding participation 
in the Programmatic Agreement consultation process.  

November 10, 
2015 

Response 
Letter 

From Illinois SHPO to USACE 
Kansas City District 

SHPO reviewed the mitigation plan and found it 
acceptable.  

November 16, 
2015 

Response 
Letter 

From USACE Kansas City District 
to Missouri SHPO 

Additional documentation for the St. Louis City site was 
requested by the Missouri SHPO on September 11, 2015. 
In response to this request, a report with a more detailed 
historical context and photographic documentation was 
provided to SHPO.  

December 8, 2015 Response 
Letter 

From ACHP to Director of the NGA Agreed to participate in consultation to develop a 
Programmatic Agreement.  

December 8, 2015 Response 
Letter 

From ACHP to Security and 
Installations Directorate, NGA 

Notification that the ACHP will participate as a 
consulting party. Provided additional comments on how 
to proceed under the regulations. Acknowledged NGA as 
the lead federal agency.  

December 11, 
2015 

Response 
Letter 

From the Osage Nation Historic 
Preservation Office to USACE St. 
Louis District 

Identified the Mississippi River Trail as a tribal cultural 
resource near the St. Louis City site. Concurred with all 
findings presented in the cultural resource survey reports 
for the Fenton and Mehlville sites, but did not concur 
with the findings for these sites presented in the EIS. 
Concurred with findings of effect for the St. Louis City 
and St. Clair County sites in the EIS.  

January 5, 2016 Response 
Letter 

From USACE Kansas City District 
to Missouri SHPO 

Submitted the revised scope of work for an initial 
archaeological survey to be performed at the St. Louis 
City site. Included responses to initial comments from the 
Missouri SHPO.  

January 20, 2016 Letter From Missouri SHPO to USACE 
Kansas City District 

Confirmed receipt of the revised proposal for 
archaeological testing for the St. Louis City site.  

 

























The Delaware Nation 

Cultural Preservation Office 
P.O. Box 825 - 31064 State Highway 281- Anadarko, OK 73005 

Phone: 405/247-2448 – Fax: 405/247-8905 

 

NAGPRA ext. 1403 

Section 106 ext. 1181 

Museum ext. 1181 

Library ext. 1196 

Clerk ext. 1182 

 

January 9, 2015 

RE: NGA Campus that will be constructed in the St. Louis Region 

   

Ms. Hayworth,  

 

The Delaware Nation Cultural Preservation Department received correspondence 

regarding the above referenced project. Our office is committed to protecting sites 

important to tribal heritage, culture and religion. Furthermore, the tribe is particularly 

concerned with archaeological sites that may contain human burials or remains, and 

associated funerary objects. 

 

As described in your correspondence and upon research of our database(s) and files, 

we find that the Lenape people occupied this area either prehistorically or historically. 

However, the location of the project does not endanger cultural or religious sites of 

interest to the Delaware Nation. Please continue with the project as planned. However, 

should this project inadvertently uncover an archaeological site or object(s), we 

request that you halt all construction and ground disturbance activities and 

immediately contact the appropriate state agencies, as well as our office (within 24 

hours). 

 

Please Note the Delaware Nation, the Delaware Tribe of Indians, and the Stockbridge 

Munsee Band of Mohican Indians are the only Federally Recognized Delaware/Lenape 

entities in the United States and consultation must be made only with designated staff 

of these three tribes. We appreciate your cooperation in contacting the Delaware 

Nation Cultural Preservation Office to conduct proper Section 106 consultation. 

Should you have any questions regarding this email or future consultation feel free to 

contact our offices at 405-247-2448 or by email nalligood@delawarenation.com.  

 

Sincerely,  

 
Nekole Alligood 

Director 

 
  
 

mailto:nalligood@delawarenation.com




From: Lisa LaRue-Baker - UKB THPO [ukbthpo-larue@yahoo.com] 

Sent: Wednesday, January 21, 2015 3:34 PM 

To: Hayworth, Roberta L MVS 

Cc: Elizabeth Bird; Ernestine Berry 

Subject:[EXTERNAL] National Geospatial Intelligence Agency campus, St Louis MO 

 

Hi Roberta,  

The United Keetoowah Band of Cherokee Indians in Oklahoma have reviewed your project under 
Section 106 of the NHPA, and at this time, have no comments or objections.  However, if any human 
remains are inadvertently discovered, please cease all work and contact us as soon as possible.  The UKB 
reserves the right to re enter consultation at any time regarding this project. 

 

Thanks so much! 

 Lisa C. Baker    

Acting THPO 

United Keetoowah Band of Cherokee Indians in Oklahoma 

PO Box 746 

Tahlequah, OK 74465 

c  918.822.1952   

ukbthpo-larue@yahoo.com 

 

This email and any files transmitted with it are confidential and intended solely for the use of the 
individual or entity to whom they are addressed. If you have received this email in error please notify 
the system manager. This message contains confidential information and is intended only for the 
individual named. If you are not the named addressee you should not disseminate, distribute or copy 
this e-mail. Please notify the sender immediately by e-mail if you have received this e-mail by mistake 
and delete this e-mail from your system. If you are not the intended recipient you are notified that 
disclosing, copying, distributing or taking any action in reliance on the contents of this information is 
strictly prohibited. 

Please FOLLOW our historic preservation page and LIKE us on FACEBOOK  

<https://www.facebook.com/pages/United-Keetoowah-Band-of-Cherokee-Indians-in- 

Oklahoma-Historic-Preservation/199767846834850>  



From: John Fox [jfox@osagenation-nsn.gov] 

Sent: Thursday, January 22, 2015 1:18 PM 

To: Hayworth, Roberta L MVS 

Cc: Andrea Hunter 

 

Subject: [EXTERNAL] National Geospatial-Intelligence Agency Campus 

 

 

 

Dear Ms. Hayworth, 

 

The Osage Nation Historic Preservation Office has received a notification regarding the new National 
Geospatial-Intelligence Agency campus in the St. Louis region. All four of the proposed locations are 
highly sensitive areas for the Osage Nation, and we would like to participate in tribal consultation with 
you on this project.  We would request cultural resource surveys for any of these locations. The North 
St. Louis City Site is near the Osage Mississippi River Trail, and is likely the most sensitive location for the 
Osage Nation. Additionally, this location incorporates the former Pruitt-Igoe site. This is not a direct 
concern for the Osage Nation, but it is likely an important recent historical archaeological site, especially 
for the African American community in the St. Louis area. 

 

Thank you for consulting with the Osage Nation, 

 

John Fox 

 

Archaeologist I 
Osage Nation Historic Preservation Office 
627 Grandview 
Pawhuska, OK  74056 
(918)287-5274 
jfox@osagenation-nsn.gov 
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Nolan-Wheatley, Marynell/NYC

From: Price, Lori/TPA
Sent: Wednesday, July 29, 2015 5:49 PM
To: Nolan-Wheatley, Marynell/NYC
Subject: FW: NGA face to face meeting with SHPO's  (UNCLASSIFIED)

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

 
 
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: Farmer, Laurie M NWK [mailto:Laurie.M.Farmer@usace.army.mil]  
Sent: Wednesday, July 01, 2015 10:43 AM 
To: aweil@landmarks‐stl.org; preservemo10@yahoo.com; tilliescorner@yahoo.com 
Cc: Price, Lori/TPA; Zender, Kira/ATL; Skinker, Richard A NWK 
Subject: NGA face to face meeting with SHPO's (UNCLASSIFIED) 
 
Classification: UNCLASSIFIED 
Caveats: NONE 
 
The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Kansas City District (USACE) has initiated consultation with the Missouri State Historic 
Preservation Office and the Illinois State Historic Preservation Office on the proposed relocation of the National 
Geospatial‐Intelligence Agency (NGA) facility, currently located in St. Louis, Missouri. The undertaking is defined as the 
construction and operation of a new NGA facility capable of meeting current and future mission requirements. Four 
alternative site locations are being evaluated for the new facility.  At this point, a preferred alternative has not been 
selected.   
 
The four alternative site locations include the following: 
 
‐ Fenton: 1050 Dodge Drive, Fenton, Missouri   
‐ Mehlville: 13045 Tesson Ferry Road, St. Louis, Missouri  
‐ North St. Louis City: near the intersections of Cass and North Jefferson Avenues, and 
‐ St. Clair County: along Interstate (I‐64), adjacent to the northeast boundary of Scott Air Force Base (AFB), Illinois (east 
of St. Louis) 
 
USACE is holding a face‐to‐face consultation meeting on July 8, 2015 at 9 am to initiate the development of a 
Programmatic Agreement (PA) aimed at documenting the federal government's commitment to carry out and conclude 
our responsibilities under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. The PA will consider all four site 
locations.  The meeting will be held at the USACE Engineering and Construction Conference Room of the Robert A Young 
Federal Building, located at 1222 Spruce Street, St. Louis, Missouri 63103. If you wish to participate, please contact me 
at (816) 389‐3841 or by email.  Space is limited.   
 
Thank you, 
 
Laurie Farmer 
USACE ‐ Kansas City District 
601 East 12th Street 
Kansas City, MO 64106 
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816‐389‐3841 (desk) 
816‐673‐5598 (mobile) 
 
 
 
Classification: UNCLASSIFIED 
Caveats: NONE 
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From: Farmer, Laurie M NWK [mailto:Laurie.M.Farmer@usace.army.mil]  
Sent: Monday, July 27, 2015 5:13 PM 
To: rachel.leibowitz@illinois.gov; 'Phillippe, Joe' <Joe.Phillippe@Illinois.gov>; BREYER, KATY E GS-13 USAF AFMC 
AFCEC/CZOM <katy.breyer@us.af.mil>; KOUDELKA, ADAM J Maj USAF AFLOA JA/JACE-FSC <adam.koudelka@us.af.mil>; 
COLLINGHAM, BRIAN J GS-11 USAF AMC 375 CES/CENPL <brian.collingham.1@us.af.mil>; 'TAKACS, PAUL E GS-13 USAF 
AFMC AFCEC/CZOM' <paul.takacs@us.af.mil>; 'Carter Warren A Mr NGA-SIF USA CIV' <Warren.A.Carter@nga.mil>; 
'Heigh Martin E NGA-SIF USA CTR' <Martin.E.Heigh.ctr@nga.mil>; 'Flauaus Richard J Mr NGA-SIOWE USA CIV' 
<Richard.J.Flauaus@nga.mil>; Koenig, Chris J MVS <Chris.J.Koenig@usace.army.mil>; Anderson, Lara MVS 
<Lara.Anderson@usace.army.mil>; Zender, Kira/ATL <Kira.Zender@CH2M.com>; Hayworth, Roberta L MVS 
<Roberta.Hayworth@usace.army.mil>; Missouri Preservation <preservemo10@yahoo.com>; Bahr Barbara J NGA-OGCA 
USA CIV <Barbara.J.Bahr@nga.mil>; roed@stlouis-mo.gov; Malin-Boyce, Susan B MVS <Susan.B.Malin-
Boyce@usace.army.mil>; 'Wiesen Arthur N Jr NGA-SIOWE USA CIV' <Arthur.N.Wiesen@nga.mil>; aweil@landmarks-
stl.org; Skinker, Richard A NWK <Richard.A.Skinker@usace.army.mil>; Deel, Judith MVS External Stakeholder 
<Judith.Deel@dnr.mo.gov>; Burke, Amanda <Amanda.Burke@dnr.mo.gov>; jennifer.mollenshott@gsa.gov; Laura 
Kennedy <lkennedy@achp.gov>; 'STUEBBEN, GERHARD A CIV USAF AFLOA JACE/FSC' <gerhard.stuebben@us.af.mil>; 
McGurk, Elizabeth <Elizabeth.R.Mcgurk@usace.army.mil>; BUSHMAN, WILLIAM H GS-13 USAF AFCEC AFCEC/CZN 
<william.bushman@us.af.mil>; 'MCCOY, MARK E CIV USAF AMC 375 CES/CEIEC' <mark.mccoy.1@us.af.mil>; 'KEHRER, 
DEBRA A CIV USAF AMC 375 CES/CEI' <debra.kehrer@us.af.mil>; 'SETTLE, KERRY S GS-13 USAF AFMC AFCEC/CZOM' 
<kerry.settle@us.af.mil>; 'ROEMER, ERWIN JR GS-13 USAF AFMC AFCEC/CZOM' <erwin.roemer@us.af.mil> 
Cc: Thomas.A.Reynolds@nga.mil 
Subject: FW: Draft Meeting Minutes from July 8 2015 SHPO meeting (UNCLASSIFIED) 
 
Classification: UNCLASSIFIED 
Caveats: NONE 
 
 
Please find attached the meeting minutes from the July 8, 2015 SHPO meeting.  Below is the list of action items.  
 
  
1. Action Item for USAF/NGA to send response letter to ACHP. 
 
2. USAF/GSA to discuss next step on Section 110/106 for Disposal of Second Street.  
 
3. A comprehensive list of all consulting parties that have been invited (attached); MO SHPO will make 
recommendations for additional parties.  
 
4. Provide copies of meeting minutes. (attached)  
 
5. Send out Purpose and Need Statement. (attached) 
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6. Roberta Hayworth/USACE will send changes to tribal 'whereas' to Lori Price/CH2M HILL.  
 
7. CH2M HILL to send sub back and check the list update the findings. (CH2M completed, see separate summary in 
follow on email) 
 
8. Send out Doodle Poll for next meeting time/date. 
 
9. Laurie Farmer/USACE to see when Kate Kerr/ACHP is available. 
 
10. Provide schedule milestones/timeline. 
 
11. Provide copy of sign in sheet. (attached) 
 
 
Laurie Farmer 
USACE - Kansas City District 
601 East 12th Street 
Kansas City, MO 64106 
816-389-3841 (desk) 
816-673-5598 (mobile) 
 
 
 
  
 
 
Classification: UNCLASSIFIED 
Caveats: NONE 
 
 



  
 

 
Next NGA West in St. Louis – NHPA Section 106 
Programmatic Agreement Meeting #1 
ATTENDEES: Please see sign-in sheet and list at end of 

meeting minutes  
 

PREPARED BY: USACE/CH2M HILL 

DATE OF MEETING: 8 July 2015 

 

Introduction: 

Team members from USACE, NGA, USAF, and CH2M HILL met with representatives from the Missouri State 
Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) and representatives from the Illinois SHPO on 8 July in St. Louis, 
Missouri. Other consulting parties were there for part of the meeting – City of St. Louis, Missouri 
Preservation, and Landmarks Association of St. Louis. A representative from the ACHP was in attendance by 
phone for the first part of the meeting. The purpose of the meeting was to discuss the Section 106 
Programmatic Agreement (PA) for the relocation of the NGA facility.    

General Discussion: 

The meeting was led by Laurie Farmer, the NEPA project manager with the Kansas City District of the US 
Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and Lori Price, cultural resources lead with CH2M HILL. The meeting began 
with introductions of participants in room and on the telephone. Laurie Farmer/USACE provided an 
overview of the project with assistance from Matt Burkholder/NGA. Four alternatives are being analyzed in 
the EIS.  A Draft EIS will be made public in September. An executed PA is needed before the ROD is signed. 
NGA is not planning on identifying a Preferred Alternative with the Draft EIS. In addition to environmental 
concerns, NGA is also considering issues such as mission impact, cost, and schedule in making the decision 
on which alternative to choose. 

Laurie Farmer noted that Tim Meade had been the USACE Cultural Resources point of contact but that role 
is being transferred to Susan Malin-Boyce who was in attendance in the room. Also joining in the room were 
Chris Koenig and Lara Anderson, USACE archaeologists, as well as Roberta Hayworth, USACE Tribal 
Coordinator, all from the USACE St. Louis District.  

The following are the highlights from the meeting, broken down by key topics. 

Tribal Coordination: 
Roberta Hayworth/USACE provided the following overview of the Tribal Coordination process to date:  
USACE sent letters out to 27 tribes and received six responses. Of the six that responded, four requested 
that they be notified if any archaeological sites are identified. The two tribes that requested to be consulting 
parties are the Peoria and the Osage (Illinois). The Osage and the Peoria received the archaeology reports on 
July 5, 2015. USACE will work with the tribes once an alternative is selected. At that time, they will discuss 
monitoring and other requirements and/or mitigation as needed. Roberta is keeping the tribes in the loop 
and she will send the Peoria and the Osage a copy of the draft final PA. The two tribes will have concurring 
party status. Roberta also sends an email each month to the tribes to touch base and provide a status 
update. If human remains are found at any time, all tribes are notified immediately. 

Disposal of 2nd Street Facility: 
NGA is moving out of their current location in 2022. NGA is a tenant of the facilities that are owned by the 
USAF (landlord).There will be some lag time between when NGA moves out and another tenant takes over. 
This PA is to look at the new location; a second PA or MOA would address the second undertaking of 
disposal of 2nd Street. 



A question was asked regarding the timeframe for the second undertaking. The answer was that the USAF 
has to identify the property as excess property first.  
Jennifer Mollenshott from GSA provided the following summary of the process: 
GSA will be the lead on NEPA and Section 106 for disposition of the 2nd Street facility.  
USAF does the Section 110 identification of historic resources prior to excess of property. 
USAF will manage the property until disposal occurs. 
GSA is responsible for mitigation of Adverse Effects. 
It is part of GSA mission to address disposal of government buildings; therefore, GSA will receive funds to 
address the issue of disposal and mitigation through their budget allocation once the project has been 
through the excess declaration process.  
A Phase 2 has been conducted on 2nd Street location; the cost of cleanup will need to be identified. 
GSA has a contract to conduct a Target Asset Review to identify issues associated with transfer of property 
and environmental cleanup liability. 
 
ACHP: 
Laura Kennedy from the ACHP noted that they are waiting on a response to their letter dated April 22, 2015.  
It was noted that NGA and USAF are working on a joint response letter.  
Laura Kennedy requested a formal response letter; she noted that without the response letter ACHP was not 
able to commit to anything during the July 8 teleconference. 
Jennifer Mollenshott of GSA noted that GSA may do a MOA or a PA for the disposition of 2nd Street, but it is 
too early to discuss Section 106 yet. 
Erwin Roemer/USAF stated that he can’t engage in discussion of the PA until we hear from the ACHP.  
Additional discussion continued about the two undertakings and the need for two separate Section 106 
agreement documents.  
Jennifer Mollenshott of GSA noted again that GSA would do Section 106 and NEPA compliance for the 
disposal of the 2nd Street property. There is a lot of due diligence needed before the report of excess can be 
completed.  
 
Arrival of Representatives from Missouri SHPO: 
Judith Deel and Amanda Burke of MO SHPO arrived late to meeting due to traffic on commute from 
Jefferson City.  
Judith Deel/MO SHPO asked why the disposal of Second Street and development of the new location are not 
in one PA. She sees them as linked.  
Lori Price/CH2M HILL noted that the timeframe for knowing the disposal options was a concern. Also that 
USACE is the lead agency for the new location and GSA is the lead agency for the disposal. 
Judith Deel/MO SHPO stated that even though there are two lead agencies and the timing is 8-9 years until 
the disposal is under contract, a PA can have a life of 10 years, and the lead agency can be transferred from 
one government agency to another and a PA can accommodate that.  
Jennifer Mollenshott of GSA reiterated that these are two separate undertakings, and stated that there are 
precedents for keeping the Agreement documents separate. Combining the two could impede the current 
NEPA process on the new location by delaying the ROD. Jennifer noted that this is an issue of 
appropriateness and that the GSA needs the report of excess to be completed before they can engage in 
Section 106. She then had to sign off the call but provided her cell phone number 817/978-7370 and her 
email address for further inquiries:  Jennifer.Mollenshott@gsa.gov. 

Erwin Roemer/USAF noted that the PA process should be postponed until ACHP can respond.  
Judith Deel/MO SHPO cited the regulations at 36 CFR 800  that require a consideration of the alternatives 
that led to the determination of disposal, and that there needs to be an explanation of the three or four 
alternatives analyzed. Lori Price/CH2M HILL noted that when we met in February, it was discussed that 
these were two separate undertakings and we decided that this PA would acknowledge the future 
disposition of 2nd Street in a ‘whereas’ clause. This acknowledgement would state that the disposal 

mailto:Jennifer.Mollenshott@gsa.gov


undertaking would be conducted by a different lead agency at a later date. The adverse effects of the 2nd 
Street Relocation would not be addressed in this PA due to the schedule and timing of the relocation 
process.  
Judith Deel/MO SHPO stated that the consultation is out of synch and wants to know what was discussed to 
determine that 2nd Street should be surplused. 
Judith Deel/MO SHPO indicated that the PA should define that it is all part of the same undertaking but it 
can be acknowledged that another agency would be the lead for the disposition. The ‘stipulations’ section 
would identify the phasing of the project and which agency is in the lead for each step of the process.  
Judith Deel/MO SHPO has concerns about what is going to happen at 2nd Street - what were the alternatives 
analyzed, what about adaptive reuse of the facility. Need to explore the widest range of alternatives for that 
property.  

Erwin Roemer/AFCEC/CZOM since Katherine Kerr/ACHP and Judith Deel/MO SHPO probably both see this as 
one undertaking, it is premature to discuss the PA today. Need a letter clarifying the approach and setting 
out the legal basis for why it is two undertakings. Also need ACHP to respond to June 19 letter inviting them 
to participate in this consultation. ACHP will probably wish to participate, and Katherine Kerr of ACHP is the 
primary case manager for DOD projects. She is out of the country on travel until the first week of August.  

Laura Kennedy/ACHP noted that this is a priority for Katherine Kerr and that Katherine wants the response 
to their April 22 letter.  

Art Wiesen-NGA St. Louis noted that it is a timing issue for GSA to report the property as excess. Section 110 
will be conducted between the USAF and GSA. 

Lori Price/CH2M HILL noted that this meeting was part of the early consultation process for Section 106. The 
purpose of this meeting was to discuss how to mitigate the potential adverse effects. 
From this relocation process there is going to be a potential adverse effect from redevelopment, therefore 
we need to go forward and decide how to discuss this adverse effect.   
 
Judith Deel/MO SHPO requested to see the analysis where the lead agency had documented the need to 
move the NGA facility from 2nd Street. She requested that all consulting parties see these supporting studies 
to determine why relocation would be best.  
Matt Burkholder/NGA indicated a number of studies have been conducted and could be provided. 
Susan Malin-Boyce/USACE noted that the site study should be added as an attachment to the PA. Look and 
see if there is one that can be summarized that would provide more substantial info about why they need to 
move. 
 
(NGA revision to minutes:  As a follow up with NGA, additional information will not be distributed.  As NGA 
suggested in the meeting, the Purpose and Need section in the draft EIS provides sufficient detail outlining 

the justification for the evaluation of a new property.)   
 
NGA also reiterates that the disposition of 2nd Street and the evaluation of a new site are two separate 
actions as will be stated in the forthcoming response to the April 2015 ACHP letter.   
 
NGA's departure from 2nd Street will not trigger a 106 Action because they do not own the land. That will be 
handled later when/if the Air Force announces the historic resource prior to excess under Section 110.) 
 
 
List of Action Items Requested During Morning Session (Action Items 1-6): 
1. NGA to provide background studies explaining why NGA had to leave 2nd Street. 
2. USAF/NGA to send letter to ACHP in response to April 22 letter. 
3. USAF/GSA discuss next step on Section 110/106 for Disposal of Second Street.  



4. Judith Deel/MO SHPO requested a comprehensive list of all consulting parties that have been invited; MO 
SHPO will make recommendations for additional parties.  
5. Provide copies of meeting minutes. 
6. Provide Purpose and Need Statement. 
 
Consulting Parties: 
Lori Price/CH2M HILL noted that Betsy Bradley at City of St. Louis provided a list of the following 
organizations:  Missouri Preservation, the Landmarks Association of St. Louis, and Tillie’s Corner. The first 
two organizations were represented in the morning portion of the meeting by Bill Hart of Missouri 
Preservation and Andrew Weil of Landmarks Association of St. Louis. No representatives from Tillie’s Corner 
were in attendance.  
Judith Deel/MO SHPO stated that there is a need to open up the consulting party list to other parties. She 
mentioned that Andrew Weil may have some ideas about the City site. She noted that Andrew indicated 
that the 2nd Street property has state and national significance. She also noted the need to have a full and 
thorough analysis of the potential reuse of the 2nd Street facility, which she feels needs to start ASAP to 
avoid lag time during which the buildings are vacant.  
 
GSA Excess Property Process: 
Jennifer with GSA restated the GSA process which takes approximately one year: 
1. Declare Property Excess 
2. 30 day review by other federal agencies 
3. Surplus process 
4. Requirements of HUD suitability for homeless-60 day screen 
5. Other public uses-30 day screen 
6. Public conveyance screen-like a historical monument 
7. Public sale 
GSA would work with the USAF to document the excess property, complete the Section 110. 
Need to  look at National Register form for 2nd Street - it was written in the 1970s and does not say what the 
level of  significance is or why it’s significant (local,  national, etc.)  
Perhaps the nomination should be revised or updated. Perhaps the USAF should evaluate the level of 
significance.  
Andrew Weil noted that the 2nd Street facility has history ranging from the 19th Century, Civil War, to current 
War on Terror. He stated that it is an important USAF and military site.  
 
2nd Street Discussion Wrap Up: 
Laurie Farmer/USACE wrapped up the 2nd Street conversation with the following action items: 
1. Will work with NGA to get action items out - NGA working on response letter to ACHP 
2. Request that we discuss new location alternatives  
Several meeting participants on the phone dropped off. 
 
Laurie Farmer/USACE reported that geo-arch is going to start next week (week of July 13) at Fenton.  
At Mehlville no archaeology survey work has been done; if the site is selected then shovel tests or other 
appropriate surveys will likely need to be conducted.  
 
Discussion of PA: 
A discussion of the PA for the relocation was begun. Lori Price/CH2M HILL posted a digital version of the 
strawman PA document on the screen with the intent that the group would review. The purpose of the draft 
PA on screen is to provide a strawman to get the group started and get a dialogue going. 
It was noted that a placeholder should be added referencing the other document (PA for disposition of 2nd 
Street) in the stipulations. 



Judith Deel/MO SHPO suggested that the group skip the ‘whereas clauses’ since there were many diverse 
opinions, and that the group should go to ‘stipulations.’ 
Roberta Hayworth/USACE has a few changes to tribal ‘whereas’ that she will send to Lori Price/CH2M HILL 
separately (Action Item-7). She restated what had been done for tribal consultation to date (see previous 
notes above). 
Lori Price/CH2M HILL noted that text from the Purpose and Need had been incorporated in the third 
‘whereas.’ 
USACE to deliver the Purpose and Need statement to all consulting parties, and also background studies to 
help with understanding (Action Item-6). 

Regarding the public comment ‘whereas,’ USACE has not decided how to proceed with this. NEPA public 
meetings are set for week of Sept 28. USACE will make it clear that the meetings are for both NEPA and 
Section 106. Public comments may be accepted via website and USACE may do public notices in the 
newspaper but this has not been fully determined at this time. The background section of the PA includes 
reference to the APE maps, map of St. Louis City Site showing historic properties, unanticipated discovery 
plan, and that all time periods in the PA are calendar days. 
Susan Malin-Boyce/USACE recommended that USACE check with Office of Council about adding GSA as a 
consulting party; GSA is not funded to work on it (Action Item- 8). 
Susan Malin-Boyce/USACE noted that the feasibility study could be added as an attachment. Look and see if 
there is one that can be used that would provide more substantial info about why they need to move.  
 
Review of the Project Areas/APE by Site: 
Mehlville: This alternative has the least cultural resource issues. Buildings date from the 1970s; there is 
landscaping and trees; no archaeological investigations have been done at this site. The cultural resources 
report says the site is not a high probability area, but if selected, basic shovel tests would need to occur. Part 
of the site is covered in trees - USACE provided a brief description of types of trees.  
It was noted that the buildings date from the 1970s, so they are coming up on 50 years of age. Rachel 
Leibowitz/IL SHPO noted that they could be significant for architecture, or events, social history, landscape 
architecture, and designed landscape. 
Judith Deel/MO SHPO recommended assessing the recent development history of the project to determine 
if the entire parcel was bulldozed or capped with fill prior to construction.  
Laurie Farmer/USACE noted that about 12 acres in the southernmost portion of the property probably have 
not been disturbed. She also noted that USACE is in consultation with USFWS on the potential bat issue 
associated with the trees.  
Lori Price/CH2M HILL noted that our cultural resources sub-consultant reviewed this building using a 45-year 
cut off. His opinion was that the building is not exceptionally important and does not need further review. It 
was noted that the report has gone to SHPO for 30 day review and that window has not closed. 
 
Fenton: From the APE map it is apparent that Fenton is mainly a paved site - there are no structures except 
for fencing and a parking attendant shack. The area is completely disturbed from development. USACE and a 
geoarchaeologist are doing drilling next week (week of July 13) to determine depth of disturbance and 
potential for deeply buried deposits. Ed Hajic, the geoarchaeologist, has done early studies and he is 
anticipating a lot of disturbance. USACE will drill to bedrock. Ed Hajic is content with the drilling plan and 
feels like they are getting sufficient coverage. 
 
St. Clair County: The architectural historian completed a review of the property. His determination was that 
the Scott AFB golf course was not eligible due to extensive changes that have occurred to the golf course. 
The golf course lacks integrity, therefore, USACE determined it to be not eligible. The property has been 
surveyed for archaeology and one site has been identified that was determined eligible. NGA cannot avoid it 
in design due to size and location. The archaeologists requested a 100-foot buffer but it could not 
accommodated. We have figures showing the location of the site but it was not distributed or presented 



during the meeting due to confidentiality. Joe Phillippe from IL SHPO has the archaeology map showing the 
site. Lori Price/CH2M HILL talked to Joe Phillippe and they agreed USACE will have to do data recovery since 
the site can’t be avoided. Impacts to the site will likely result in tribal consultation.  
Rachel Leibowitz/IL SHPO stated the need to determine if there are curatorial needs for any artifacts. Due to 
budget cuts, as of Aug 8 the state museum that currently curates artifacts and manages the archaeology site 
files will be closed. The files may be moving. SHPO hoping to get site records transferred to their office. 
There is a 6-month agreement with DNR to manage these materials.  
 
St. Louis City: The APE map was displayed showing the known historic properties, with the St. Louis Place 
National Register district hatched. It was noted that the project footprint encroaches into the historic district 
as well as the Buster Brown Blue Ribbon Shoe Factory, which is individually listed on NRHP. NGA tried to 
avoid the property through design, but could not do so because of force protection requirements.  
There are also a number of historic properties adjacent to the St. Louis City alternative, including the St. 
Stanislaus Kostka Church, Pruitt School, former Jefferson-Cass health center, and former Crunden Branch 
Library. There would be no physical impacts to these structures, just visual impacts. The Frank P. Blair School 
is a contributing element to the district and is also individually listed. The district wraps around the St. Louis 
City Site on two sides; there are visual impacts but not physical impacts.   
Several buildings within the project footprint are not eligible primarily due to lack of integrity. 
 
MO SHPO Eligibility Determination/Response to Letter:  
Amanda Burke/MO SHPO indicated that there were additional resources in SHPO files that were not 
included in the report. Before SHPO can make a determination, this information needs to be reviewed. The 
info is listed in the Section 106 properties log; perhaps the sub-consultant overlooked it. SHPO declined to 
provide specifics on which properties were missed. CH2M HILL will need ensure the research is completed 
and the report is revised as needed.  
CH2M HILL to send sub-consultant back to check the list and update the findings (Action Item-9). 
 
St. Louis City Site Update: 
Don Roe, St. Louis City Planner, stated that Betsy Bradley, City’s Historic Preservation Officer, could not 
attend the meeting.  He discussed the number of parcels in the area and how many are vacant. 
Lori Price/CH2M HILL noted that the cultural resources report specifies the number of demolitions and the 
percentage of remaining buildings compared to how many structures used to be there. She noted that the 
Blighting Study reports the number of vacant properties in the proposed project area.  
Mr. Andrew Weil/ Landmarks Association of St. Louis indicated that he did not have any comments on the 
St. Louis City Alternative once he found out that St. Stanislaus would only have a visual effect to it.  
 
Lori Price/CH2M HILL noted in an overarching comment that we have not received SHPO concurrence yet, so 
some of the historic properties listed in the PA might change.  
Discussion of Mehlville Alternative Stipulations –  
Judith Deel/MO SHPO noted that the tribes may want to participate if this alternative is picked, so we 
shouldn’t state that deep testing won’t occur; change it to something like “methodology will occur through 
consultation.” The Mehlville cultural resources report did not recommend deep testing, but since tribes are 
not here, don’t count this out, leave open methodology for tribes to discuss. 
Following discussion, text changed to: “If the Mehlville Alternative is selected, consultation shall occur with 
SHPO and the Peoria and Osage tribes, as appropriate, to determine the appropriate methodology.” Text 
stating deep testing would not occur was deleted. 
Judith Deel/MO SHPO suggested covering unanticipated discoveries as one clause.  
Judith Deel/MO SHPO requested we build in flexibility for review time. Lori Price/CH2M HILL noted that 
three federal agencies had to reviewed strawman PA before it went out and that took some time. Judith 
Deel/MO SHPO says we need to abide by timelines in the regulations. 



Judith Deel/MO SHPO noted that stipulations for mitigation should be worked out after the alternative 
location is selected.  
Judith Deel/MO SHPO suggested we group archaeology of the three MO alternatives together. Depending 
on which one is selected, then the consultation shall take place to determine the appropriate methodology. 
Roberta Hayworth/USACE clarified that if remains are found during deep boring, it is not the Federal 
agency’s responsibility to take care of the remains since it is private property. It will fall under the state 
regulations. But USACE takes care of tribal coordination. Rachel Leibowitz/IL SHPO suggested that we 
differentiate between unanticipated discovery terminology and “undiscovered to date.” 
 
 
Proposed Schedule for PA Process: 
Lori Price/CH2M HILL provided the following summary on the PA process schedule: 
CH2M HILL reviews comments from consulting parties. 
CH2M HILL prepares a new draft at the end of August, if that works with schedules and gives sufficient time 
to reviewers.  
We would like to have a draft by end of September to take public comments at the public comment 
meetings in September.  
 
Discussion of St. Louis City Alternative Stipulations: 
Martin Heigh/NGA/SIF CTR asked “What is the City’s role in obtaining property?” 
Don Roe with City of St. Louis noted that the City is going full bore to own all property so they can be in a 
position to convey to the federal government as one parcel. He noted that there are some concerns about 
relocation of the church, but things are happening and the City is working in earnest to accomplish this task.  
Judith Deel/MO SHPO brought up a concern about how many actions taken to prepare an alternative 
location may result in a foreclosure situation. Don’t want to take any actions that would circumvent Section 
106, like demolition or excavations. 
Don Roe/City of St. Louis made two comments. First the City has a redevelopment system in place and they 
will follow the process.  Secondly, even if NGA does not select the alternative, much of the area has been 
vacant for years, and if it’s not used for a federal agency, then someone else will redevelop it. 
Judith Deel/MO SHPO noted that in the event that the St. Louis City alternative is not chosen, and then is 
later used by HUD, the City needs to make note of process.  Don Roe/City of St. Louis will share information 
with City Preservation Office staff (Betsy and Jan). 
 
General recommendations for PA: 
Stipulation V: covers all archaeological properties  
Judith Deel/MO SHPO suggests making unanticipated discoveries its own stipulation. 
Judith Deel/MO SHPO suggests changing title of Stipulation V to “Treatment of Historic Properties” so it 
does not cover just archaeology, due to the length of time of the project and the age of buildings.   
Judith Deel/MO SHPO suggests calling out the appropriate mitigation measures for architecture separately. 
Judith Deel/MO SHPO agrees with covering IL alternative separately, as currently shown. 
Rachel Leibowitz/IL SHPO, in response to Lori Price/CH2M HILL, says yes, keep IL in unanticipated discoveries 
for safety net in Stipulation V, just in case something is found. 
Rachel Leibowitz/IL SHPO stated preference is for avoidance of the known archaeological site at the St. Clair 
County alternative; make all good faith efforts to incorporate tribal concerns, other consulting parties, and 
SHPO. If avoidance is deemed not feasible, then we move to data recovery discussions.  
 
Laurie Farmer recapped the Path Forward for the PA: 
Discussed time period for consulting parties to get more markups in to Lori Price/CH2M. 
Lori Price/CH2M HILL to prepare real first draft based on today’s discussion and any subsequent comments 
received; will recirculate that draft at the end of August. 



Then everyone has time to make edits and comments and send to Lori Price/CH2M.  
 
Lunch Break - only Mark McCoy from Scott AFB rejoined the call  
 
St. Clair County alternative - Lori Price/CH2M HILL provided brief overview. 
St. Louis City alternative: Lori Price/CH2M HILL provided a brief overview of her sidebar conversation with 
Andrew Weil/Landmarks Association of St. Louis before he left the meeting. He noted that he had concerns 
about St. Stanislaus Church but was okay to hear it would only be a visual impact. Other than that, he had no 
concerns about the St. Louis City alternative. Lori Price/CH2M HILL asked him to send some mitigation 
suggestions regarding the St. Louis City alternative and he said he would.  
Judith Deel/MO SHPO stated that the proposed demolition of the Buster Brown building is a surprise to 
them. Based on the concerns of the ACHP as expressed in their letter, MO SHPO is not prepared to talk 
about mitigation.  
Amanda Burke/MO SHPO stated that the demolition of Buster Brown was expressed through the ACHP 
letter, but she felt it should have been a formal notification to SHPO. 
Rachel Leibowitz/IL SHPO asked where NGA/USACE were in design development. Martin Heigh/NGA/SIF CTR 
replied that there are notional layouts of square footage and set back requirements but no design yet. 
Judith Deel/MO SHPO reminded the group that consultation is a process, needs to be documented and 
shared, and all parties should be made aware of things. She would like a phone conference with other 
consulting parties. Conversation should include multiple parties and must have the concerned citizens. 

(NGA Revision to minutes:  In initial discussions with the City of St. Louis, but we are asking for their 

leadership and will be asking for leadership from St. Clair County with these conversations to be conducted.) 
 
Judith Deel/MO SHPO noted that during the February meeting she had requested the documentation of 
alternatives. 
What about the residents in North St. Louis? They should be kept informed, but they won’t be consulting 
parties. 
Judith Deel/MO SHPO said we can speak broadly about mitigation but cannot speak to specifics. 
We are talking mitigation, but not addressing the mitigation for 2nd Street. 
For 2nd Street, need a historic properties management plan and economic study; what is the possible 
redevelopment; who are possible occupants for 2nd Street. 
 
Mitigation Options: 
General discussion of possible mitigation ideas followed, including: 
Oral history of entire neighborhood.  
HABS or state level recordation. 
Offsite mitigation-similar building would be rehabilitated. 
How much information is there on the historic development of the area?  
Need to talk to the City of St. Louis Cultural Resources office and get their observations. 
Could ask Landmarks Association about local politics, local history, what options are out there for 
interpretation and education? 
What kind of contexts have been written and which ones are needed? Judith Deel/MO SHPO said City of St. 
Louis did develop a city preservation plan that laid out property types in 1995. Some of these are completed 
(Flounder House and Mid-Century Modern). Is there a context that needs to be done or updated? 
What is the vehicle for these? Publications, outreach, paper vs. online publication? 
Need creative mitigation ideas. HABS documentation is the least helpful. Needs to be something the public 
benefits from.  
Websites. 
Develop lesson plans, public school curriculum.   



Judith Deel/MO SHPO says creative mitigation can come from the group, but need to wait until we 
understand where we are going. 
Rachel Leibowitz/IL SHPO says she appreciates that we are having an early meeting.  
Lori Price/CH2M HILL conveyed that Betsy Bradley/City of St. Louis had indicated she was not very interested 
in HABS, but was more interested in offsite mitigation, like repair and stabilization of other buildings outside 
the footprint. Betsy also said that having another survey for another neighborhood was not something they 
really needed. 
Lori Price/CH2M HILL relayed that Andrew Weil had an interesting idea to re-do the NRHP nomination for 
Second Street.  
Susan Malin-Boyce/USACE suggested mini-consultations for each group for the four alternatives, 
consultation in units to develop the relevant parts and documentation for each alternative. There is also an 
Environmental Justice component in St. Louis that needs to be addressed; this could bring more input into 
the Section 106 process. 
Judith Deel/MO SHPO stated PA is big picture; may be more appropriate for the document to go back to the 
approach for archaeology. Appropriate parties would be invited to determine what the appropriate 
mitigation would be, which may include but not be limited to… 
Laurie Farmer/USACE said we maybe could do these break out meetings in conjunction with NEPA meetings.  
Judith Deel/MO SHPO stated we need to make sure we get people’s feedback on mitigation, and tell them 
how they can be involved. 
Rachel Leibowitz/IL SHPO gave an example of a Springfield IL documentary film.  
Judith Deel/MO SHPO said this is a PA for process. Get the process figured out, not the details. 
Lori Price/CH2M HILL clarified that this is a PA to address the known and potential adverse effects at 
potential alternative locations. 
Erwin Roemer/USAF stated PA is to address uncertainties. 
Lori Price/CH2M HILL stated that in her experience, it is better to take mitigation options to the public and 
give then some examples; that way you get better feedback from public. 
Erwin Roemer/USAF suggested PA stipulations don’t contain specific mitigations but have an attachment 
with some examples of potential mitigation, non-binding. Attachment can be amended later after PA signed. 
Judith Deel/MO SHPO stated that a limited number of consulting parties suggested these ideas. Andrew 
Weil says there are nationwide organizations that have interest, such as military historians, due to 2nd Street. 
Judith Deel/MO SHPO said they can move forward with what is drafted but she is uncomfortable without 
others having a voice. 
Laurie Farmer/USACE stated there was probably not a lot more discussion for today so let’s do path forward. 
 
Path Forward 
Lori Price/CH2M HILL to accept additional feedback. 
Lori Price/CH2M HILL to prepare first draft of PA and send back out to all consulting parties. 
Goal is to try to have a draft ready for the public meeting. 
Next meeting in September-mid Sept or same week as public hearing? (face to face or by phone?) 
Judith Deel/MO SHPO suggested we pick a week and use doodle poll to pick a day and time.(Action Item-10) 
Judith Deel/MO SHPO needs a minimum of two weeks to review the PA. Will try to prioritize, but plan on 30 
days. 
Rachel Leibowitz/IL SHPO says she can do it depending on state budget. 
Discussion on what would the time frame be to have the PA on the web for the public? 
Roberta Hayworth/USACE gives the tribe 45 days; any time after mid-Sept. they are done with weekend 
ceremonies. 
Lori Price/CH2M HILL suggested posting it a week before public meeting. 
We would also have it at the public meeting. 
Give public 2-3 weeks to provide comments after meeting. 
Laurie Farmer/USACE to find out dates when Kate Kerr/ACHP is available. (Action Item-11)   



 
Laurie Farmer/USACE gave a recap: 
Any additional feedback please provide to Lori Price/CH2M HILL by this Friday, July 10 
Lori Price/CH2M HILL will revise PA by July 31 
Judith Deel/MO SHPO is out last week of July 
Two weeks to review then can reissue? 
Judith Deel/MO SHPO says email or conference calls are better to meet their budget, so prefer to provide 
comments via email. Need to make sure they have their 30 days to review.  
Judith Deel/MO SHPO suggested a useful follow-up would be milestones with dates. (Action Item-12) 
Susan Malin-Boyce USACE suggests we include a timeline to keep everyone on track. 
 
Action items from overall meeting: 
1. Action Item to provide background studies explaining why NGA had to leave 2nd Street. 
2 Action Item for USAF/NGA to send response letter to ACHP. 
3. USAF/GSA to discuss next step on Section 110/106 for Disposal of Second Street.  
4. A comprehensive list of all consulting parties that have been invited; MO SHPO will make 
recommendations for additional parties.  
5. Provide copies of meeting minutes. 
6. Send out Purpose and Need Statement. 
7. Roberta Hayworth/USACE will send changes to tribal ‘whereas’ to Lori Price/CH2M HILL.  
8. Susan Malin-Boyce/USACE recommended that USACE check with Office of Council about adding GSA as a 
consulting party, as GSA is not funded to work on Section 106 for this undertaking.  
9. CH2M HILL to send sub back and check the list update the findings. 
10. Send out Doodle Poll for meeting time/date. 
11. Laurie Farmer/USACE to see when Kate Kerr/ACHP is available. 
12. Provide schedule milestones/timeline. 
13. Provide copy of sign in sheet. 
 
Meeting Attendees: 
Chris Koenig, USACE 
Lara Anderson, USACE 
Roberta Hayworth USACE 
Bill Hart, Missouri Alliance for Historic Preservation 
Barbara Bahr, NGA Legal 
Don Roe, City of St. Louis Planning Department 
Susan Malin-Boyce, USACE STL 
Art Wiesen, NGA  
Andrew Weil, Landmarks Association of St. Louis 
Laurie Farmer, USACE 
Rachel Leibowitz, IHPA (IL SHPO) 
Katy Breyer, AFCEC 
A.J. Koudelka, AFLOA/FSC-ELO 
Brian Collingham, 375 CES/CENPL 
Paul Takacs, AFCEC/CZO 
Warren Carter, NGA/SIF 
Martin Heigh, NGA/SIF CTR 
Rich Flauaus, NGA SIOWE STL 
Richard Skinker, USACE 
Judith Deel, MO SHPO 
Amanda Burke, MO-SHPO 



Kira Zender, CH2M HILL 
Lori Price, CH2M 
 
On phone: 
Jennifer Mollenshott, GSA 
Laura Kennedy, ACHP 
Gerhard Stuebben, AFLOA 
Lizzy McGurk, USACE Office of Council USACE Kansas City District 
Bill Bushman, AF NEPA CTR 
Mark McCoy, Archaeologist, Scott AFB 
Deb Kehrer, Real Property, Scott AFB 
Kerry Settle, AFCEC/CZOM 
Erwin Roemer, USAF/Wright Patterson  
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Price, Lori/TPA

From: Farmer, Laurie M NWK <Laurie.M.Farmer@usace.army.mil>
Sent: Friday, November 06, 2015 12:09 PM
To: kkerr@achp.gov; rnelson@achp.gov; jeddins@achp.gov; alopez@achp.gov
Cc: Burke, Amanda; Deel, Judith MVS External Stakeholder; rachel.leibowitz@illinois.gov; 

'Phillippe, Joe'; Price, Lori/TPA; Kira Zender; Reynolds Thomas A Mr NGA-SIF USA CIV; 
Heigh Martin E NGA-SIF USA CTR; Burkholder Matthew -Matt- A NGA-SIF USA CIV; 
bradleyb@stlouis-mo.gov; Malin-Boyce, Susan B MVS; Koenig, Chris J MVS; ROEMER, 
ERWIN JR GS-13 USAF AFMC AFCEC/CZOM; TAKACS, PAUL E GS-13 USAF AFMC 
AFCEC/CZOM; Skinker, Richard A NWK; Switzer, Jennifer L NWK; Hall, Stephanie L NWK; 
Smith, Bryan A NWK; Prinslow, Christopher S NWK; Jeppson, Matthew P NWK; McGurk, 
Elizabeth

Subject: PA Development for NGA and ACHP participation
Attachments: Advisory Council Invitation_FINAL.pdf; Joint Response from NGA and USAF.pdf

Dear Ms. Kerr and Advisory Council staff, 
 
On behalf of the National Geospatial Intelligence Agency (NGA), the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) has been 
coordinating the Section 106 process with both the Illinois State Historic Preservation Office (Il SHPO) and the Missouri 
State Historic Preservation Office (Mo SHPO) to mitigate measures of potential adverse effects to cultural resources in 
association with the development of a new NGA campus.  A Draft Environmental Impact Statement was released on 
October 9, 2015 for the effort, and it identified cultural resources that may be impacted at two of the four alternative 
site locations being evaluated.  On June 19, 2015, USACE sent an invitation to the Advisory Council on Historic 
Preservation (ACHP) to participate in the development of a Programmatic Agreement (PA) for the new site location (see 
attached).  We are looking to resume the discussions on the PA for the new locations with the two SHPOs and any 
interested stakeholder groups, and are trying to understand if the ACHP will be participating in the effort.     
 
A meeting for the Programmatic Agreement was held in St. Louis, Missouri on July 8, 2015, and Ms. Laura Kennedy from 
the ACHP attended via telecommunication, but did not participate in the effort.  It was identified that the ACHP was 
waiting for a formal joint response to a letter sent to the NGA and the U.S. Air Force on April 22, 2015 prior to 
participating.  A joint response was sent to your office on October 19, 2015 clarifying that there are two separate 
undertakings 1) for the new site location and 2) for the disposition of the NGA facilities at NGA's Arsenal location.  As the 
response letter states, any decision in regards to the disposition of the Arsenal site will not be made until after 2022 
when the Air Force identifies the site as excess and the General Services Administration will then make it available to 
other Federal or local governmental agencies.  Please find attached a copy of the letter if you have not received it.   
 
NGA, the Air Force, USACE, the two SHPOs, and other consulting parties are looking to resume consultation on the 
Programmatic Agreement for the new site locations.  I have also received inquiries from Anthony Lopez within the ACHP 
regarding the effort (as he received notification through the EIS release), and have copied him on this email for 
situational awareness.  I am prepared to send you any background and technical information necessary to get your 
agency caught up.  Please let us know of your intent regarding the ACHP's participation in the consultation.  We would 
like to hold a meeting to go over the most recent draft during the week of December 7, 2015.  I will be sending a Doodle 
poll to see if folks on December 7, 8, and 9, and will be getting a feel whether attendees would like to participate in 
person or via phone.  The latest draft will be going to all consulting agencies under separate cover early next week.         
 
Lastly, we request that any future communication regarding the new location be sent to the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers to expedite coordination efforts and resolution of issues.   
 
Thank you,  
 
Laurie Farmer 
NEPA Project Manager 
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USACE - Kansas City District 
601 East 12th Street 
Kansas City, MO 64106 
816-389-3841 (desk) 
816-673-5598 (mobile) 
 
 













TRI!3AL HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE 

Date: December 11,2015 File: ISI6-664MO-I0 

RE: USACE, National Geospatial-Intclligcnce Agency building, St. Lou is, MO. and St. Clair 
County, IL 

USACE, St. Louis District 
Roberta Ha)'\vorth 
1222 Spruce Street 
St. Louis, MO 63103-2833 

Dear Ms. Hayworth, 

The Osage Nati on Hi storic Preservation Office has rece ived and reviewed the draft EIS for the new 
National Geospatial-Intelligence Agency building in the 51. Louis area. We apologize for our late 
response. 

We have two major issues with the draft EIS. First, on page 3-86, lines 31-32 state, "To date, the tribes 
historically affi liated with the areas have not identifi ed any tribal cu ltura l resources in or near the 
ahemative APEs." This statement is not accurate. On January 22, 2015, our office sent you an email that 
said. "The North St. Louis City Site is nearthe Osage Mississippi Ri ver Trail." On August 11.2015. our 
office sent another email that said. "We would al so like to emphasize that the North S1. LOllis location has 
the highest likelihood to encounter ancestral Osage sites. as it is near the Osage Miss iss ippi River Trail 
and the Mississippi River itse lf." The Mississippi River Trail is a tribal cultural resource in or near 
the North St. Louis APE. 

Second. the EIS states that the Fenton and Mehlville sites will have no/negligible impacts to cultural 
resources. However. the cultural resource survey reports from May recommended trenchi ng at the Fenton 
site and a Phase I survey for the Meh lville site. We concur with the recommendations of the reports, 
not the EIS for these sites. We do concur that the North 51. Louis site and SI. Clair County site would 
cause major, negative. long-term impacts to cu ltural resources at these sites. 

Shou ld you have any questions or need any additional information. please feel free to contact me at the 
number listed below. Thank you for consulting with the Osage Nation on th is matter. 

627 Grandview, Pawhuska, OK 74056, (918) 287-5328, Fax (918) 287-5376 
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